Fabian Langholf and Pierrick Bousseau pointed out that Lemma 2.2 in the Original publication requires X and A to be flat over the base B. For instance the sequence (2.4) in Proof of Lemma 2.2 is not in general exact without this assumption.
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is the obstruction to deforming a perfect complex E 0 from X 0 to its thickening X . -To define relative versions of these objects we first need to define the relative truncated cotangent complex. To do this we embed X 0 ⊂ X as follows:
Here B and A → B are both smooth, and the square is Cartesian (i.e. A B = A× B B). Thus A and A B → B are also smooth. Letting J 0B denote the ideal sheaf of X 0 ⊂ A B we get the natural commutative diagram
The vertical 2-complex on the left is L X 0 and we define L X 0 /B to be the vertical 2-term complex on the right, giving the projection
, so using the latter to define the relative Kodaira-Spencer class κ(X 0 / X/B) : L X 0 /B → I [1] we see they commute with the projection (1.2). Thus the product of the relative Atiyah class and the relative Kodaira-Spencer class equals the product (1.1) of their absolute versions: 
The proof that this is a perfect obstruction theory proceeds without change using the relative classes defined above. As in Eq. 4.5 we end up with an obstruction class expressed as a product of a relative truncated Atiyah class A(f * E/ X ) and a relative truncated Kodaira-Spencer class κ(
This equals the product of the corresponding absolute classes by (1.3). By Corollary 3.4, this equals the obstruction to deformingf * E from X × B S 0 to X × B S. Since such deformations are in one-to-one correspondence with extensions from S 0 to S of the B-map f , the proof concludes just as in Original publication.
